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Resource List 
Career Ladder and Pay for Performance 

 
Website Resources 
 
Consortium for Policy Research in Education 
(CPRE) 

http://cpre.wceruw.org/ 
 

Denver ProComp http://denverprocomp.org/ 
 

Douglas County Colorado School District: Pay 
for Performance Information 

http://www.dcsdk12.org/portal/page/portal/DCSD/Huma
n_Resources/Certified_Staff/Pay_for_Performance 
 

Houston Independent School District: Human 
Resources 

http://www.houstonisd.org/portal/site/humanresources 
 

Milken Foundation: Teacher Advancement 
Program (TAP) 

http://www.talentedteachers.org/tap.taf 
 

Minnesota Q Comp http://education.state.mn.us/mde/Teacher_Support/QCom
p/Program_Components/index.html 
 

Oregon School Board Association: 
Performance Pay Resources 

http://www.osba.org/lrelatns/perfpay/ 
 

Springfield Massachusetts Public Schools http://sps.springfield.ma.us/generalInfo/index.asp 
 

Springfield Massachusetts Teacher Association http://www.seateachers.com/ 
 

 
 
Consortium for Policy Research in Education (CPRE) Resources and Reports by CPRE Staff Members 
Some with an annotation 
 
  Chan, Y., Galarza, G., Llamas, S., Kellor, E., and Odden, A. (1999).  A case study of the Vaughn Next 

Century Learning Center’s school-based performance award program. Consortium for Policy Research 
in Education, Wisconsin Center for Education Research, University of Wisconsin-Madison.  Available: 
http//www.wcer.wisc.edu/cpre/teachercomp. 
 

  Conley, S. and Odden, A. (1995). Linking teacher compensation to teacher career development. 
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 17(2): 219-237. 

Describes career ladder programs in three districts: Flowing Wells, Arizona; Charlotte-
Mecklenburg, North Carolina; and Pocatello Idaho.  Also the Advanced Skills Teacher (AST) 
system in Australia is presented as an additional example. “Analyses of performance-based pay 
systems in education have diminished the expectations of scholars and policymakers that individual 
performance can (or should) serve as the primary basis for teacher compensation.”   

 
  Denver’s pay for performance plan. Consortium for Policy Research in Education, Wisconsin Center for 

Education Research, University of Wisconsin-Madison.  Available: 
http//www.wcer.wisc.edu/cpre/teachercomp. 
 

  Heneman, H. and Milanowski, A. (2002) CPRE research on teacher compensation and evaluation. 
Presented at National Conference on Teacher Compensation and Evaluation.  Chicago, IL. 
 

  Heneman, H.G. III. (1998). Assessment of the motivational reactions of teachers to a school-based 
performance award program.  Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Education, 12: 43-59. 

Study included 12 schools from the Charlotte-Mecklenburg School District, four each high, middle, 
and elementary.  In each group two two-year bonus winners, one one-year bonus winner, and one 
nonwinner were included.  Study focuses on motivations that teachers receive from school based 
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bonus programs.   
 

  Heneman, H.G. III. (1999). Teacher attitudes about teacher bonuses under school-based performance 
award programs. Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Education,12(4): 327-341. 

Focuses on teachers’ attitudes toward the bonus portion of the program.  “While the bonus system 
portion of the SBPA program does not replace, but only supplements, the single salary schedule for 
teachers, it represents a radical departure from the sole traditional means by which teachers have 
been compensated.”  Found that receiving a bonus was rated a very desirable outcome by teachers.  
“Gain attainment rewards” and “learning outcomes” were both rated highly by teachers.  “It is clear 
that SMPA programs are much more than “just” a bonus program.  They trigger and deliver 
multiple outcomes to teachers, some of which are desirable (including the bonus) and some of 
which are quite distasteful (sanctions).”  Low support for the motivational potential of bonuses or 
desire to see them continue.  Concludes that SBPA’s have high motivational potential that pay go 
unrealized without careful planning, design, and administration of the program. 

 
  Heneman, H.G., Milanowski, A., & Kimball, S. (2007). Teacher performance pay: Synthesis of plans, 

research, and guidelines for practice. CPRE Policy Briefs, February 2007. Retrieved 2007 from: 
http://www.wcer.wisc.edu/cpre/publications/RB46%20FINAL%20FOR%20PRINT.pdf. 

Overview of teacher performance pay plans. Provides a guideline for practice relevant for many 
types of teacher compensation innovations. Suggestions for success include stable and adequate 
funding, competitive total compensation package, reliable and valid measurement system, 
engagement of the teachers’ association, and build capacity through research. 

 
  Johnson, A., Potter, P., Pughsley, J., Wallace, C., Kellor, E., and Odden, A. (1999). A case study of the 

Charlotte-Mecklenburg Public School’s school-based performance award program. Consortium for 
Policy Research in Education, Wisconsin Center for Education Research, University of Wisconsin-
Madison. Available: http//www.wcer.wisc.edu/cpre/teachercomp. 
 

  Johnson, H., Leak, El, Williamson, G., Kellor, E., Milanowski, T., Odden, A., and Hanna, J. (1999).  A 
case study of the State of North Carolina’s school-based performance award program. Consortium for 
Policy Research in Education, Wisconsin Center for Education Research, University of Wisconsin-
Madison. Available: http//www.wcer.wisc.edu/cpre/teachercomp.  
 

  Kelley, C. (1999) The motivational impact of school-based performance awards. Journal of Personnel 
Evaluation in Education, 12(4), 309-326. 

Studied Douglas Co., CO; Kentucky; Charlotte Macklenburg, NC; and Maryland Schools. Found 
that school-based performance award programs motivate changes in teaching practice by creating 
valued outcomes, encouraging clear goals, increasing collegiality, and aligning resources.  Teachers 
reported that they spent more time on teaching and teaching-related tasks, changed the content of 
what they taught, and worked together with other teachers to plan and implement changes in what 
was taught. Negative effects included increased teacher stress.   

 
  Kelley, C. (2000). Douglas County Colorado performance pay plan. Consortium for Policy Research in 

Education, Wisconsin Center for Education Research, University of Wisconsin-Madison.  Available: 
http//www.wcer.wisc.edu/cpre/teachercomp. 
 

  Kelley, C. and Protsik, J. (1997). Risk and reward: Perspectives on the implementation of Kentucky’s 
school-based performance award program. Educational Administration Quarterly, 33(4), 474-505. 

Study centers on six award winning Kentucky schools, four elementary and two middle schools, in 
the Louisville-Frankfort-Lexington areas.  Focus on employee motivation and compensation design.  
 

  Kelley, C., Odden, A., Milanowski, A., and Heneman, H. (2000).  The motivational effects of school-
based performance awards. Consortium for Policy Research in Education, University of Pennsylvania. 
 

  Kellor, E. and Odden, A. Cincinnati: A case study of the design of a school-based performance award 
program.  Consortium for Policy Research in Education, Wisconsin Center for Education Research, 
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University of Wisconsin-Madison. Available: http//www.wcer.wisc.edu/cpre/teachercomp. 
 

  Kellor, E., Milanowski, T., and Odden, A. (2000). How Vaughn Next Century Learning Center 
developed a knowledge- and skill-pay plan. Consortium for Policy Research in Education, Wisconsin 
Center for Education Research, University of Wisconsin-Madison.  Available: 
http//www.wcer.wisc.edu/cpre/teachercomp. 
 

  Kellor, E., Odden, A., and Conti, E. (1999). A case study of the Philadelphia Public School’s school-
based performance award program. Consortium for Policy Research in Education, Wisconsin Center for 
Education Research, University of Wisconsin-Madison. Available: 
http//www.wcer.wisc.edu/cpre/teachercomp. 
 

  Maryland school performance assessment program. Consortium for Policy Research in Education, 
Wisconsin Center for Education Research, University of Wisconsin-Madison. Available: 
http//www.wcer.wisc.edu/cpre/teachercomp. 
 

  Milanowski, A. (2003). The varieties of knowledge and skill-based pay design: A comparison of seven 
new pay systems for K-12 teachers. CPRE Research Report Series. (ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service No. ED477655) 

This report examines pay systems for teachers, focusing on knowledge and skill-based systems. 
Descriptions and comparisons are based on the programs' operation or design in the 1999-2000 
school year. Data were gathered from interviews with administrators, union officials, and teachers; 
onsite visits; documents describing programs; and research done by districts to evaluate programs. 
The similarities and differences among the seven programs  are structured according to seven 
comparison dimensions: (1) motivation for developing the knowledge and skill-based pay program; 
(2) process used to design the program; (3) knowledge and skills rewarded and their organization 
into a structure; (4) how knowledge and skill acquisition was assessed; (5) size and structure of 
knowledge and skill incentives; (6) how the acquisition of the knowledge and skills is supported; 
and (7) additional costs of the program and methods of funding. Findings show that few programs 
had developed a coordinated professional development program specifically linked to the 
knowledge and skills rewarded in the new system. 

 
  Milanowski, A.T. (1999). Measurement error or meaningful change? The consistency of school 

achievement in two school-based performance award programs. Journal of Personnel Evaluation in 
Education, 12(4): 343-363. 

Milanowski’s (1999) study investigated the consistency of the performance classification of schools 
engaged in TBVP in Kentucky and Charlotte-Mecklenburg, North Carolina.  Systems using 
“alternative” methods of assessment such as student portfolios and open-ended responses were more 
likely to have problems with measurement error than those based on standardized tests.  Cross-
cohort comparisons also introduced another potential source of measurement error.  Population 
changes may introduce measurement error as well.   
Discusses motivation theories of expectancy and goal setting.  Bandura’s social cognitive theory is 
also discussed including the importance of the reliability of past performance measures in 
influencing motivation.  “Perceived self-efficacy is influenced by past performance.” 

 
  Odden, A. & Wallace, M. (2004). Experimenting with teacher compensation: Innovations piloted in 

districts include skills-based salary schedules, school performance awards and incentives for tougher 
assignments. School Administrator, 61(9), 24. 

Improving teacher quality means ensuring that: (1) All teachers have sufficient knowledge, skills 
and instructional skills to boost student learning; (2) Shortages in key subject areas (mathematics, 
science, technology) and hard-to-staff schools (high poverty, low performing and geographically 
isolated) are eliminated; and (3) School systems do a better job of recruiting, developing, placing 
and retaining their teacher work force.  

 
  Odden, A. (2002). New directions in teacher evaluation and compensation. Presented at National 

Conference on Teacher Compensation and Evaluation.  Chicago, IL. 
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  Odden, A. and Kelley, C. (1997). Paying teachers for what they know and do: New and smarter 

compensation strategies to improve schools.  (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED404312) 
 

  Odden. A. (2007) Redesigning school finance systems: Lessons from CPRE research. CPRE Policy 
Briefs. RB-50. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED498361) 

CPRE researchers believe they have succeeded in linking school finance equity and adequacy, both 
by aligning effective allocation and use of resources to the most powerful and comprehensive 
school-based strategies to boost student learning and by identifying strategies for how and how 
much to pay teachers. This summary of CPRE school finance research and its policy conclusions 
addresses the following topics: (1) How education dollars are spent; (2) Tracking education 
resources at the school level and by educational strategy; (3) Education resource reallocation; (4) 
Toward school finance adequacy; (5) Using resources to double student achievement; (6) Use of 
dollars after a school finance reform; (7) Pricing adequacy recommendations and enhancing teacher 
compensation; and (8) Policy and practice implications.  

 
  Schwedel, A., Veysey, P., Conti, E., Kellor, E. and Odden, A. (2000).  A case study of the Boston 

Public Schools School Improvement Awards.  Consortium for Policy Research in Education, Wisconsin 
Center for Education Research, University of Wisconsin-Madison. Available: 
http//www.wcer.wisc.edu/cpre/teachercomp. 
 

  The Colonial School District’s Achievement Award Programs. Consortium for Policy Research in 
Education, Wisconsin Center for Education Research, University of Wisconsin-Madison. Available: 
http//www.wcer.wisc.edu/cpre/teachercomp. 
 

  White, B.R. (2002). Performance-based teacher compensation in Iowa.  Consortium for Policy 
Research in Education, Wisconsin Center for Education Research, University of Wisconsin-Madison. 
 

  White, B.R., Heneman, H.G. (2002). A case study of proposition 301 and performance-based pay in 
Arizona.  Consortium for Policy Research in Education, Wisconsin Center for Education Research, 
University of Wisconsin-Madison. Retrieved 2007 from: 
http://www.wcer.wisc.edu/cpre/papers/Arizona%20KSBP-SBPA%202-02.pdf 

An early implementation study of Arizona’s Proposition 301. Arizona’s approach to performance 
pay in the early part of this century allowed for primary local control. 

 
  Willis, T., Koch, K., Lampe, G., Young, R., Kellor, E., and Odden, A. (1999). A case study of the state 

of Kentucky’s school-based performance award program. Consortium for Policy Research in Education, 
Wisconsin Center for Education Research, University of Wisconsin-Madison.  Available: 
http//www.wcer.wisc.edu/cpre/teachercomp. 
 

 
 
Additional Resources: Some Annotated and Some Not 
 
  (2002) Knowledge and skill based pay in Wisconsin: Greendale school district.  Presented at National 

Conference on Teacher Compensation and Evaluation.  Chicago, IL. 
 

  (2002) Performance pay in Arizona. Marana Unified School District, Tucson, AZ. 
 

  (2002). Performance-based pay in Arizona: Local plans for local needs. Arizona Education Association. 
 

  (2003). Milken Family Foundation Teacher Advancement Program.  Milken Family Foundation.  
Retrieved 2003 from http://www.mff.org/tap/. 
 

  Archer, J. (2000). NEA delegates take hard line against pay for performance.  Education Week, July 12. 
Discusses the vote by the NEA to continue their long-standing opposition to merit pay. 
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  Azordegan, J., Byrnett, P., Campbell, K., Greenman, J., & Coulter, T. (2005). Diversifying teacher 

compensation. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED489329) 
This issue paper builds on an earlier ECS publication that reviewed five leading  pay-for-performance 
models or proposals at the time titled, Pay-for-Performance: Key Questions and Lessons from Five 
Current Models (2001). The Education Commission of the States and The Teaching Commission 
have joined together on this issue paper to provide: (1) An overview of the research on compensation 
systems that have ventured beyond the single salary schedule; (2) Some of the key findings about 
such a shift from both researchers and practitioners; (3) Key questions that have been gleaned from 
previous experiences; (4) An overview of some recent attempts to diversify teacher pay, both at the 
incremental and sweeping level; and (5) A comparison and detailed summaries of four leading 
programs and proposals at the district and school levels.  

 
  Bales, T.J. (2002). A study of teacher performance pay in Arizona: Perceptions of practicing 

administrators. (Doctoral dissertation, Northern Arizona University, 2002). Dissertation Abstracts 
International, 63, 02. (UMI No. 3080867). 
 

  Bonus model and campus/individual model. South Carolina teacher incentive program 1990-1991.  
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED334653) 
 

  Bratton, S.E. Jr., Horn, S.P., and Wright, S.P. (no date).  Using and interpreting Tennessee’s Value-
Added Assessment System: A primer for teachers and principals.  Available:  
http://www.shearonforschools.com/TVASS_index.html. 
 

  Buckney, C.M. & Hall, S.B. (2002).  Enhanced compensation system: School district of Philadelphia. 
Presented at National Conference on Teacher Compensation and Evaluation.  Chicago, IL. 
 

  Burgess, S., Croxson, B., Gregg, P., and Propper, C. (2001).  The intricacies of the relationship between 
pay and performance for teachers:  Do teachers respond to performance related pay schemes?  
University of Bristol, Bristol, United Kingdom. 

Discusses individual performance related pay (PFP) and team PFP schemes for teachers in the United 
Kingdom.  Good discussion of advantages and drawbacks.  Also has a summary of team-based pay in 
some United States schools and a review of the literature.  Discusses the percentage of student 
achievement related to both school quality and teacher  quality. 

 
  Camphire, G. (2001). Are our teachers good enough? Sedletter, 13.  Available: 

http://www.sedl.org.pubs/sedletter/v13n02/1.html. 
 

  Center for Teaching Quality. (2006). Designing a system that students deserve. Retrieved 2007 from 
http://www.teachingquality.org/pdfs/TSreport.pdf 
 

  Chamberlin, R., Wragg, T. Haynes, G., & Wragg, C. (2002). Performance-related pay and the teaching 
profession: A review of the literature. Research Papers in Education: Policy & Practice, 17(1), 31-49. 

Reviews research on performance-based pay in England and Wales, examining: its effects on teacher 
behavior; its benefits and disadvantages; and performance-based pay in the United States, and noting 
studies of the conditions under which performance-based pay succeeds. The paper concludes that 
performance-based pay works best in situations that include easily measured outcomes.  

 
  Cincinnati, Ohio: Major accomplishments on the teaching quality agenda.  Available 

http://tc.columbia.edu/nctaf/resourcedistrict/cincinnati.html. 
 

  Clotfelter, C.T. and Ladd, H.F. (1996). Recognizing and rewarding success in public schools.  In Holding 
schools accountable: Performance-based reform in education, H.F. Ladd, ed, 23-63. Washington, D.C.: 
The Brookings Institution. 
 

  Cohen, D.K. (1996). Standards-based school reform: Policy, practice, and performance.  In Holding 
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schools accountable: Performance-based reform in education, H.F. Ladd, ed, 23-63. Washington, D.C.: 
The Brookings Institution. 
 

  Community Training and Assistance Center.  (2001).  Pathway to results: Pay for performance in Denver.   
Boston, MA.  Available:  http//www.denver.k12.ca.us/pdf/PayForPerformance.pdf. 
 

  Cornett, L.M. & Gaines, G.F. (2002). Quality teaching: Can incentive policies make a difference? (ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No. ED464085) 

Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) states are implementing policies that provide incentives 
to attract and retain teachers and increase student performance. Every state has unique priorities. This 
report includes a framework for thinking about priorities for a state based on the SREB's teacher 
supply and demand research (reducing new teacher turnover, preparing teachers sufficiently, 
attracting teachers back into teaching, and keeping veteran teachers); examples of teacher incentive 
programs that are attracting and retaining teachers in SREB states (advanced certification, coaching 
and mentoring and shortage-area incentives); the history of pay-for-performance for teachers, with 
lessons from the 1980s and 1990s (e.g., teachers prefer pay for additional work rather than pay  based 
on performance, evaluation of teachers must be perceived as fair, and district pilot programs rarely 
work in the performance pay area); and a review of school-level incentive programs that support state 
accountability programs (how states determine awards and funding and distribution of school 
incentives). Finally, the report discusses how states can ensure that every student has a quality 
teacher. Questions to help policymakers determine what is working and what is not working are 
included.  

 
  CPS, CFT kick off implementation of new teacher evaluation system.  Available: http://www.cps-

k12.org/general/TchngProf/tes.html. 
 

  Dee, T.S. & Keys, B.J. (2004) Does merit pay reward good teachers? Evidence from a randomized 
experiment. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 23, 471-488.  

A common criticism of merit-pay plans is that they fail to systematically target rewards to the most 
effective teachers. This study presents new evidence on this issue by evaluating data from 
Tennessee's Career Ladder Evaluation System and the Project STAR class-size experiment. Because 
the students and teachers participating in the experiment were randomly assigned, inferences about 
the relative quality of teachers certified by the career ladder should be unbiased. The results indicate 
that Tennessee's career ladder had mixed success in rewarding teachers who increased student 
achievement. Assignment to career-ladder teachers increased mathematics scores by roughly 3 
percentile points but generally had smaller and statistically insignificant effects on reading scores. 

 
  Eberts, R., Hollenbeck, K., & Stone, J. (2002). Teacher performance incentives and student outcomes. 

Journal of Human Resources, 37, 913-927. 
Evidence from one high school using merit pay to reward student retention was compared to that 
from another with traditional compensation. Difference-in-differences analysis implied that merit pay 
increased retention but had unintended consequences: no effect on grade point average, reduced 
average daily attendance, and increased percentage of students who failed.  

 
  Education Commision of the States. (2001). Pay-for-performance: Key questions and lessons from five 

current models.   Available:  http://www.ecs.org/clearinghouse/28/30/2830.htm. 
The goal of a pay-for-performance system is not just to reward teachers appropriately, but to motivate 
higher performance.  Teachers need to have a clear understanding of their strengths, weaknesses, and 
opportunities to remedy their shortcomings.  Availability of professional development aligned with 
the goals of the pay-for-performance system becomes particularly important. 

 
  Elmore, R.F., Abelmann, C.H., and Fuhrman, S.H. (1996). The new accountability in state education 

reform: From process to performance.  In Holding schools accountable: Performance-based reform in 
education, H.F. Ladd, ed, 23-63. Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution. 
 

  Emrich, P.A. (2002). Successful determinants of pay for performance in an educational setting. (Doctoral 
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dissertation, University of Colorado at Denver, 2002). Dissertation Abstracts International, 63, 05. (UMI 
No. 3053608). 
 

  Firestone, W.A. and Pennell, J.R. (1993). Teacher commitment, working conditions, and differential 
incentive policies.  Review of Educational Research, 63, 489-525. 

Discusses seven key workplace conditions that contribute to teacher commitment: job design 
characteristics, feedback, autonomy, participation, collaboration, learning opportunities, and 
resources. Hints that collective incentives can enhance collaboration by redirecting competition from 
the individual to the school level, but states that there has been very little research on such programs. 

 
  Gallagher, H.A. (2002). The relationship between measure of teacher quality and student achievement: 

The case of Vaughn Elementary (California). (Doctoral dissertation, University of Wisconsin-Madison, 
2002). Dissertation Abstracts International, 63, 07. (UMI No. 3060526). 
 

  Glazerman, S., Silva, T., Addy, N., Avellar, S., Max, J., McKie, A., Natzke, B., Puma, M., Wolf, P., and 
Greszler, R. (2006). Options for studying teacher pay reform using natural experiments. Mathematica 
Policy Research, Inc. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED498092) 

This report presents findings and recommendations from a review of how secondary data could be 
used to study a variety of teacher incentive programs to address the question of whether teacher 
incentive programs improve student learning, either by making teachers more productive 
(productivity effort) or by attracting and retaining good teachers at higher rates (composition effect.) 
Following background information on attempts to study these programs, the preliminary steps of 
identifying and categorizing teacher incentive programs and the process of narrowing down the list to 
the most promising are discussed.  

 
  Goldhaber, D.D. & Eide, E.R.(2003) Teacher compensation and teacher quality. ERS Concerns in 

Education. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED481244) 
Addresses the issues of the impact of teacher compensation and the factors that influence it from an 
economic perspective and includes examples of state and district efforts to use teacher compensation 
to attract and retain high-quality teachers. It uses the framework of the teacher labor market to 
address the predominant teacher compensation plan: the single-salary schedule. Chapter 7 explores 
some high-profile alternatives to the single-salary schedule. Chapter 8 presents education policy 
recommendations that local school district leaders could initiate in their districts.  

 
  Gordon, R., Kane, T.J., Staiger, D.O. (2006). Identifying effective teachers using performance on the job. 

The Hamilton Project Policy Brief No. 2006-01. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED495040) 
Their recommendations: reduce entry barriers; make it harder to award tenure to the least effective 
teachers; give bonuses to highly effective teachers willing to teach in disadvantaged schools; establish 
systems to measure teachers’ job performance; and track student performance and teacher 
effectiveness over time.  

 
  Gratz, D.G. (2005). Lessons from Denver: The pay for performance pilot. 

Phi Delta Kappan, 86, 568.  
Denver's Pay for Performance pilot, from which the new contract plan emerged, was jointly run by 
the district and the teacher association, supported by the business and philanthropic communities, 
seriously implemented (though not without problems), and thoughtfully reviewed. It forced 
significant improvements in the way the district does business--improvements demonstrated both in 
aggregate student achievement and in the opinions of participants--and led to the formation of a joint 
task force to develop a new plan for teacher compensation. The recently accepted plan is not a test-
driven pay for performance plan, based on the experience of the pilot. Instead, it takes into account 
both successful teaching and service to the school community, an approach that entails a much 
broader assessment of performance than was piloted. It addresses problems identified through the 
pilot as well as long-standing issues and concerns felt in Denver and many other communities. 

 
  Hajnal, V.J. and Dibski, D.J. (1993). Compensation management: Coherence between organization 

directions and teacher needs. Journal of Educational Administration, 31, 53-69. 
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Discussion of motivations. Compensation may be viewed from economic, political, sociological, and 
psychological perspectives. “Only when there is a fit between the policies and the goals of the school 
organization will the motivational benefits of salary be optimized.” 

 
  Hess., F.M. & West, M.R. (2006). A better bargain: Overhauling teacher collective bargaining for the 

21st century. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED498038) 
The authors argue that at a time when disappointing student performance, stark achievement gaps, 
and an ever-"flattening" world call for retooling American schools for the 21st century, the most 
daunting impediments to doing so are the teacher collective bargaining agreements that regulate 
virtually all aspects of school district operations.  

 
  Hruz, T. (2001). Performance-based pay for teachers in Wisconsin: Options and opportunities. Wisconsin 

Policy Research Institute Report, 14(4). 
 

  Iannelli, P.A. (2002). The impact of pay-for-performance award programs on school culture.. (Doctoral 
dissertation, Immaculata College, 2002). Dissertation Abstracts International, 63, 02. (UMI No. 
3041987). 
 

  Ingvarson, L., Kleinhenz, E., & Wilkinson, J. (2007). Research on performance pay for teachers. (ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No. ED496519) 

Discusses published research about performance pay for teachers in Australian schools focused 
mainly on performance pay schemes designed to provide incentives for professional development and 
recognition of improved standards of teaching.  

 
  Jacob, B. & Lefgen, L. (2006). When principals rate teachers: The best--and the worst--stand out. 

Education Next, 2006(2), 58-64. 
While principals can and do judge teachers' performance, however, there is little good evidence on 
the accuracy of their judgments. The research reported in this paper fills this gap. The authors found 
that principals in a western school district did a good job of assessing teachers' effectiveness. In fact, 
principals were quite good at identifying those teachers who produced the largest and smallest 
standardized achievement gains in their schools (the top and bottom 10-20 percent). They were less 
able to distinguish among teachers in the middle of this distribution (the middle 60-80 percent), 
suggesting that merit-pay programs that reward or sanction teachers should be based on evaluations 
by principals and should be focused on the highest- and lowest-performing teachers.  

 
  Jacobson, L. (2006). Teacher-pay incentives popular but unproven. Education Week, 26(5), 1. 

The author discusses different state proposals to offer more-competitive salaries for teachers.  
 

  Johnson, L. (2006). Developing the basis for advancing performance incentives to public school teachers 
in Jamaica. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED496102) 

This study explored the bases for awarding incentive in a pay for performance system in Jamaica by 
surveying the perspectives of a representative sample of teachers in the system at the time.  

 
  Joint Task Force on Teacher Compensation. (2003). Recognizing and rewarding teachers in the 21st 

century.  Revised draft. Denver Public Schools and Denver Classroom Teachers Association. 
 

  Jupp, B. & Scott, S. (2002). The DPS/DCTA Pay for Performance Pilot.  Presented at National 
Conference on Teacher Compensation and Evaluation.  Chicago, IL. 
 

  Jupp, B. (2005). The uniform salary schedule: A progressive leader proposes differential pay. Education 
Next, 2005(1), 10-12. 

In this article, the author describes the Professional Compensation System for Teachers (ProComp), 
developed in Denver to take its teachers further down the road toward a new form of thinking about 
compensation.  

 
  Keller, B. (2005). Some Florida districts opting not to pay out performance bonuses. Education Week, 
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24(44), 1. 
In the three years that the Pinellas County, Florida, district has offered its more than 7,800 teachers a 
performance bonus as mandated by the state, exactly two have qualified and taken home the money. 
To get a paycheck topped up by 5 percent, Pinellas teachers are required to have had a hand in 
helping students raise their test scores by 120 percent of the expected increases for their grades. The 
teachers must also be rated "outstanding" by their principals and demonstrate they have gone beyond 
the ordinary, through awards, credentials, and service. Though Pinellas County, which includes St. 
Petersburg, may be an extreme, districts around the state have fallen far short of what the Florida 
legislature envisioned when it required them to put up 5 percent of their teacher-salary budgets for 
performance pay, starting in 2003, according to F. Philip Handy, the chairman of the state board of 
education. The state mandate played out differently in the Hillsborough County district, which 
includes Tampa. There, school officials expect more than 700 of their 12,000-teacher corps to get 
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